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SUBJECT: PROBATION DEPARTMENT - BUDGET, JUVENILE HALLS AND

On

CAMPS OPERATING COSTS, AND DEPARTMENTAL CONTRACTING
PROCEDURES REVIEW (Board Agenda Item 10, April 14, 2015)

April 14, 2015, your Board instructed the Auditor-Controller (A-C) to conduct an

audit within 90 days of the Probation Department (Probation or Department) with a
particular focus on its budget, fiscal, and personnel functions to ensure compliance with
Board of Supervisors (Board) approved policies and best practices, including a thorough
review of:

1.

Recruitment, examination, hiring, and promotional practices to determine whether
the Department is effectively recruiting, retaining, and promoting the most qualified
staff for its operating needs;

Current cost of operating the juvenile halls and camps, including the cost per youth,
annual maintenance costs, and deferred building maintenance costs;

The Department’s federal and State grants and the outcomes and evaluations of the
grants;

The Department's Request for Proposal (RFP) procedures and its process for
examining satisfactory compliance with the statements of work (SOW) for contracted
community-based organizations (CBOs) and agencies;

The Department's management and accounting of its budget, revenue, and
expenditures; and

Feedback from youth under the Department's supervision, utilizing appropriate
subject matter experts to conduct the interviews.
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We have completed a review of Probation’s budget, and operating costs of juvenile halls
and camps (items 2 and 5). In addition, we completed a review of the Department’s
RFP procedures and their processes for examining compliance with the SOW for
contracted CBOs (item 4).

Our review included interviewing Probation management and staff, comparing
Probation’s actual financial performance to its budget, and reviewing the Department’s
current revenues and expenditures, and potential changes to these categories that
could affect future budgets. We also determined the current cost of operating
Probation’s juvenile halls and camps, reviewed Probation’'s methodology used in
calculating the Average Daily Cost Per Youth (ADCPY), compared the Department’s
ADCPY to probation departments in other jurisdictions, and reviewed the Department’s
juvenile halls’ and camps’ annual and deferred maintenance costs.

In addition, we evaluated Probation’s contract solicitation procedures and monitoring
efforts for a select number of programs in which the Department contracts with CBOs to
provide program services.

The three remaining portions of the Board Motion will be completed by consultants
Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting (SEC) and Violence Intervention Program (VIP). SEC'’s
report on items 1 and 3 of the Board Motion will be issued in November 2015, and VIP’s
report on item 6 will be issued in October 2015. Both SEC and VIP are in the
preliminary phases of their reviews.

Results of Review

Budget, and Juvenile Halls and Camps Operating Costs

Probation operated within its budgeted Net County Cost (NCC) for Fiscal Years (FY)
2012-13 to 2014-15 (through March 2015), and the Department’s financial performance
compared to its budget resulted in favorable variances. However, our review noted that
Probation needs to improve its budget, fiscal, and juvenile halls and camps cost
calculation processes.

The revenue and expenditure variances between Probation’s actual financial results
compared to its final budget for the FYs reviewed were relatively significant. We did
note that several of the variances were outside the Department’s control, while some
were due to Probation not claiming reimbursable expenditures for certain programs.
Nevertheless, the excess amounts in the budget do not represent the best estimate of
actual expected costs.

Probation’s attached response indicates that they have included operational staff to
address operational needs in the budget planning process, and that monthly financial
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reporting methods are being implemented to inform Department managers and staff as
to the status of their budgets and expenditures.

In addition, Probation did not;:

Request reimbursement for California Community Corrections Performance
Incentives (CCPI) Act of 2009, Senate Bill (SB) 678 program costs from the CCPI
Fund in FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14, which resulted in the Department using $10.2
million of Los Angeles County (County) General Fund monies to fund SB 678
program expenses, resulting in an increased NCC.

Probation’s response indicates that they will re-evaluate the $10.2 million expended
from the County General Fund during FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14 for SB 678
programs, and determine the feasibility of recovering such expenditures from the
CCPI Special Revenue Fund.

Conduct formal analysis of future outlooks. The Department only forecasts for the
current and upcoming FY for budget purposes. Board policy requires that a long-
range forecast be developed and maintained to reflect continuing programs,
anticipated new initiatives, revenue changes, cost increases, and other factors that
may impact strategy for maintaining a balanced budget over several years.

Probation’s response indicates that they will be implementing a five-year scorecard
to develop long-range budget forecasts to identify funding issues and solutions.

Work with the Chief Executive Office (CEO) to monitor the progress of Capital
Projects, or report Capital Project statuses to the Board annually, as required by the
County Fiscal Manual. In addition, the Department does not have reserves or other
funds for unmet needs or potential unexpected events.

Probation’s response indicates that they will continue to work with CEO to monitor
and track the Department’s Capital Projects. In addition, Probation will continue to
request funding from the CEO for the Department’s unmet needs.

Track administrative, educational, and transportation services costs by each juvenile
hall and camp, and did not track revenues and expenditures separately for five of the
six Challenger Memorial Youth Center juvenile camps.

Probation’s response indicates that they will evaluate the feasibility of modifying their
current budgetary structure and consider operational efficiencies, needs, and
additional resources required.

Use actual financial information to calculate the ADCPY for juvenile halls and
camps, or include all costs related to operating the juvenile halls and/or camps,
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including some costs related to health, mental health, pharmaceutical, and building
maintenance services.

Probation’s response indicates that they will use actual operating costs, ensure all
direct juvenile hall and camp operating costs are included in the calculation of the
ADCPY, and review other county probation department’s costs in calculating the
ADCPY to examine differences in the costs.

Contract Procedures and Monitoring

Probation’s RFP procedures complied with County policy. The Department
appropriately screened the proposals for minimum qualification requirements, and
evaluated the proposals using the “Informed Averaging” scoring method. However,
Probation should ensure that scoring categories in evaluation documents are divided
into sufficiently detailed sub-categories to enhance the transparency and obijectivity of
each evaluator's conclusions.

Probation’s response indicates that they will ensure evaluation documents are divided
into sub-categories for future solicitations.

In addition, Probation’s contract monitoring process did not always ensure that the
Department effectively monitored the SOW requirements for their contracted CBOs.
Specifically, we noted that:

e Probation’s contract monitoring plan (Plan) was not prepared based on risk and is
not complete. Specifically, the Plan was not prepared based on the risk to the
Department of the contractors’ non-compliance, annually updated, or list the group
responsible for monitoring the specific programs. In addition, the Plan did not
include seven programs that Probation and another County department jointly
contract with CBOs to provide services.

Probation’s response indicates that they will develop a comprehensive, risk-based
Plan and will conduct ongoing monitoring of their jointly contracted CBOs.

e The monitoring scope for 12 (86%) of the 14 programs reviewed did not include the
necessary steps for staff to ensure that the CBOs complied with the key SOW
requirements.

Probation’s response indicates that they will develop and implement monitoring tools
that include the key SOW requirements.

e Probation did not issue a written report listing the results of their monitoring reviews
for one (7%) of the 14 programs reviewed. In addition, Probation’s policy does not
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require copies of the monitoring reports to be sent to the Department’s executive
management to ensure key managers are aware of their contractors’ performance.

Probation’s response indicates that they will have their contract monitors issue
reports detailing the results of the reviews. Probation also indicated that they
implemented a process that notifies executive management of the results of their
reviews.

Details of these and other findings and recommendations are included in Attachments |
through 1.

Review of Report

We discussed our report with Probation management on June 30, 2015. The
Department’s attached response (Attachment IV) indicates general agreement with our
findings and recommendations.

We thank Probation management and staff for their cooperation and assistance during
our review. If you have any questions, please contact me, or your staff may contact
Arlene Barrera at (213) 974-0729.

JN:AB:DC:AA:JU
Attachments

c: Sachi A. Hamai, Interim Chief Executive Officer
Patrick Ogawa, Acting Executive Officer, Board of Supervisors
Jerry E. Powers, Chief Probation Officer
Public Information Office
Audit Committee
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Attachment |

PROBATION DEPARTMENT
BUDGET, JUVENILE HALLS AND CAMPS OPERATING COSTS,
AND DEPARTMENTAL CONTRACTING PROCEDURES REVIEW

Background

The Probation Department’s (Probation or Department) Budget and Fiscal Services Unit
is responsible for overseeing the Department’s operational costs, and the preparation
and implementation of the Department's budget. This includes monitoring and
analyzing financial activity of the Department, preparing various financial reports,
certifying the availability of funds for purchases and contracts, and providing support to
Probation’s bureaus and managers.

Probation’s services are administered and financed through five separate operating
budget units, which include Juvenile Institutions Services (JIS), Support Services, Field
Services, Special Services, and Care of Juvenile Court Wards. The Department
recommends and enforces court-ordered sanctions for probationers, including the
detention of juvenile offenders and the return to court of non-compliant adult offenders,
conducts pre-trial services for adult and juvenile cases, provides supervision and
monitoring of probationers, prevents and reduces criminal activity by developing and
implementing strategies from early intervention through suppression, and provides
services to post-released supervised individuals. The Department currently supervises
over 46,000 adult offenders and over 7,800 juvenile probationers, and operates three
juvenile halls and 14 juvenile camps that house approximately 1,400 youth.

Probation is funded primarily through the Los Angeles County (County) General Fund
and receives revenues from other sources, such as the federal government and State of
California (State), including California Public Safety Realignment Act, Assembly Bill
(AB) 109 funding, which transferred the community reintegration and supervision
responsibility for certain categories of post-released supervised persons from the State
to the County. For Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-15, Probation has over 6,700 budgeted
positions and an annual budget of $860.4 million.

Probation contracts with community-based organizations (CBOs) to provide a variety of
services including gang intervention programs, educational services, and various
programs funded through the Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act (JUCPA). JJCPA
programs include home-based support, employment, and other services to at-risk youth.
The Department also works with other County departments (e.g., the Department of
Children and Family Services) to jointly contract with CBOs for services. A list of these
programs is included in Attachment II.

The Department’s Contracts and Grants Management Division is responsible for
contract development and procurement. Responsibility for monitoring the CBOs’
contract compliance is decentralized. Specifically, Probation’s Contract Monitoring
Office (CMO) is responsible for monitoring the CBOs’ compliance with fiscal and
administrative contract requirements, and performs programmatic compliance
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monitoring for CBOs providing services funded through JJCPA. Responsibility for
programmatic compliance monitoring of all other CBOs is decentralized to the
Department’s operational bureaus.

Scope

We have completed a review of Probation’s budget, and operating costs of juvenile halls
and camps (items 2 and 5). In addition, we completed a review of the Department’s
Request for Proposal (RFP) procedures and their process for examining compliance
with the statements of work (SOW) for contracted CBOs (item 4).

Our review included interviewing Probation management and staff, comparing
Probation’s actual financial performance to its budget, and reviewing the Department’s
current revenues and expenditures, and potential changes to these categories that
could affect future budgets. We also determined the current cost of operating
Probation’s juvenile halls and camps, reviewed Probation’s methodology used in
calculating the Average Daily Cost Per Youth (ADCPY), compared the Department’s
ADCPY to probation departments in other jurisdictions, and reviewed the Department’s
juvenile halls’ and camps’ annual and deferred maintenance costs.

In addition, we evaluated Probation’s contract solicitation procedures and monitoring
efforts for a select number of programs in which the Department contracts with CBOs to
provide program services.

Budget Structure

Probation uses six budget units to track and control budget activity. Departmental
services are administered and financed through five of the budget units that account for
the Department’s General Fund operations. These five units include 1) JIS, which funds
the juvenile halls and camps, intake and detention control, community detention
services, and transportation; 2) Support Services, which funds administrative,
management, information technology, quality assurance, and training services; 3) Field
Services, which funds juvenile and adult investigation and supervision services; 4)
Special Services, which funds juvenile special services and placement services; and 5)
Care of Juvenile Court Wards, which funds parole placement of juvenile court wards in
residential facilities, foster homes, and the California Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitations housing, as mandated by State law.

The FY 2013-14 Net County Cost (NCC) allocations among Probation's General Fund
operating budget units are included in Table 1, below.

AUDITOR-CONTROLLER
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Table 1
Probation Net County Cost by Operating Budget Unit
Fiscal Year 2013-14

Operating Budget Unit Revenues Expenditures Net County Cost % of Total
Juvenile Institutions Services $ 92,234,182 $ 339,201,085 § 246,966,903 52.5%
Support Services 14,543,818 125,786,588 111,242,770 23.7%
Field Services 105,774,781 208,881,659 103,106,878 21.9%
Special Services 90,287,837 97,884,913 7,597,076 1.6%
Care of Juvenile Court Wards - 1,576,213 1,676,213 0.3%

Total $ 302,840,618 $ 773,330,458 $ 470,489,840

Source: County of Los Angeles FY 2014-15 Final Budget.

The remaining non-operating budget unit, Community-Based Contracts, is used to fund
private contracts, administered by the Department, to reduce juvenile crime and provide
juvenile delinquency prevention services. The FY 2013-14 budget for Community-
Based Contracts was $3.9 million.

Probation also established the Community Corrections Performance Incentives (CCPI)
Special Revenue Fund in FY 2014-15 to receive State funds authorized by the CCPI Act
of 2009, Senate Bill (SB) 678. The SB 678 program established a performance-based
funding system for county probation departments that share State savings from lower
prison costs with probation departments that implement evidence-based supervision
practices, and achieve a reduction in the number of adult probationer commitments to
State prison. As of May 2015, Probation had an available fund balance of $140.5
million for SB 678 programs.

In addition, the County maintains a Provisional Financing Uses (PFU) Budget Unit in the
County General Fund to account for funds that have yet to be allocated. In FY 2014-15,
$14.5 million in restricted funds were budgeted in PFU for Probation for specific
programs and projects (e.g., Probation Case Management, Education Reform, United
States Department of Justice (DOJ) Settlement, etc.). Funds are temporarily held in
PFU until funding needs are determined, and transferred to Probation’s operating
budget through Board of Supervisors (Board) approved budget adjustments.

Budget to Actual Financial Comparison

The Department operated within its budgeted NCC during the three FYs reviewed. In
reviewing the Department’s adherence to its General Fund budget, we compared the
actual financial results to the final budget for FYs 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15
(through March 2015). Probation had a positive (under budget) NCC variance of $7.6
million, $24.2 million, and $54.3 million for the three years, respectively. The results are
summarized in Table 2, below.
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Table 2
Budget to Actual Financial Comparison
Fiscal Years 2012-13 to 2014-15 (through March 2015)

FY 2012-13
Over or (Under)
Budget Actual Budget
Revenues $ 335,380,000 % 278,134,202 % (57,245,798)
Expenditures 820,973,000 756,112,031 (64,860,969)
Net County Cost $ 485,593,000 $ 477,977,829 $ (7,615,171)
FY 2013-14
Over or (Under)
Budget Actual Budget
Revenues $ 342,914,000 $ 302,840,618 $ (40,073,382)
Expenditures 837,572,000 773,330,458 (64,241,542)
Net County Cost $ 494,658,000 $ 470,489,840 $ (24,168,160)

FY 2014-15 (through March 2015 - 9 Months)

Over or (Under)

Budget Actual Budget
Revenues $ 340,634,000 % 139,334,742 § (201,299,258)
Expenditures 860,410,000 604,767,981 (255,642,019)
Net County Cost $ 519,776,000 $ 465,433,239 $ (54,342,761)

Sources: County of Los Angeles FYs 2013-14 and 2014-15 Final Budgels, and electronic
Countywide Accounting and Purchasing System (eCAPS)

During the review period, Probation collected considerably less revenues than
budgeted, and considerably underspent total budgeted expenditures. Specifically,
Probation’s budgeted revenues in FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14 were $335.4 million and
$342.9 million, and actual revenues were $278.1 million and $302.8 million, or $57.3
million (17%) and $40.1 million (12%) less than budgeted, respectively. Also,
Probation’s budgeted expenditures were $821.0 million and $837.6 million, and actual
expenditures were $756.1 million and $773.3 million, or $64.9 million (8%) and $64.3
million (8%) less than budgeted, respectively. We did not complete a budget to actual
analysis of FY 2014-15 (through March 2015) revenues and expenditures, since the FY
is not yet complete, and all revenues and expenditures have not been fully accounted.

According to Department management, shortfalls in federal and State funding, and
savings due to hiring delays were the primary causes for the Department’'s revenues
and expenditures being under-realized. Certain revenue shortfalls were associated with
underspending, where revenues are only claimable for actual expenditures incurred.
Details for FY 2013-14 variances are shown in Table 3, below.
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Table 3
Revenues and Expenditures - Budget to Actual Financial Comparison
Fiscal Year 2013-14
Over or (Under)
Budget Actual Budget
Revenues
Charges for Services - Other 5 4284000 $ 2,286,056 § (1,997,944)
Court Fees & Costs 1,545,000 254,085 (1,290,915)
Federal Aid - Mental Health 4,416,000 5,153,027 737,027
Federal - Other 74 592,000 64,881,061 (9,710,939)
Forfeitures & Penalties 200,000 - (200,000)
Institutional Care & Services 9.430,000 5,955,330 (3,474,670)
Interest 174,000 - (174,000)
Miscellaneous 523,000 711,114 188,114
Other Court Fines 1,674,000 2,524,508 850,508
Other Sales - 5,000 5,000
Recording Fees - 229 229
Rents & Concessions 128,000 59,000 (69,000)
Royalties 5,000 - (5,000)
Sale of Capital Assets - 9310 9,310
State - Other 59,591,000 28,076,243 (31,514,757)
State - Public Safety Realignment 2011 176,306,000 182,980,656 6,674,656
Transfers In 10,046,000 9,945,000 (101,000)
Total Revenues $ 342,914,000 $ 302,840,618 $ (40,073,382)
Expenditures
Salaries & Employee Benefits $ 640,802,000 % 583,445519 % (57,356,481)
Services & Supplies 192,140,000 187,154,382 (4,985,618)
Other Charges 9,001,000 5,957,256 (3,043,744)
Capital Assets - Equipment 2,428,000 784,620 (1,643,380)
Gross Total $ 844,371,000 $ 777,341,776 $ (67,029,224)
Intrafund Transfer $ (6,799,000) $ (4,011,319) § 2,787,681
Total Expenditures $ 837,572,000 $ 773,330,458 $ (64,241,542)
Net County Cost $ 494,658,000 $ 470,489,840 $ (24,168,160)
Source: County of Los Angeles FY 2014-15 Final Budget.

The $40.1 million revenue shortfall in FY 2013-14 was mainly due to the following:

e State - Other Revenues - Actual revenues received were $31.5 million less than
budgeted, primarily due to less than expected transfers from the CCPI| Fund for
SB 678 programs, and JJCPA revenues, which support evidence-based
programs and services for juveniles with higher needs for special services, at-risk
youth who have factors that potentially predispose them to criminal activities, and
youth in juvenile halls and camps. SB 678 and JJCPA revenues are discussed in
detail below.

e Public Safety Realignment 2011 (Realignment) Revenues - Actual revenues
received were $6.7 million more than budgeted, primarily due to $23.7 million in
prior year Realignment revenues that were recognized in FY 2013-14. This was
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offset by shortfalls in FY 2013-14 Realignment revenues of $17.0 million,
including, but not limited to, AB 109 funds, which support services directed
toward designated incarcerated individuals and post-prison release population,
and Juvenile Probation Funding, which support probation services targeting
youth who are habitual truants, runaways at risk of being wards of the court, or
are under juvenile court or Probation supervision.

o Federal Revenues - Actual revenues received were $9.0 million less than
budgeted, primarily due to shortfalls in Title [V-E funds, which provide out-of-
home care for juvenile probationers, until they are returned home, placed
permanently with adoptive families, or placed in other planned arrangements for
permanent residency/care. The Department indicated that the shortfalls in Title
IV-E funds resulted from the federal government decreasing the federal
reimbursement rate, and the types of allowable reimbursable activities. The
Department’s overhead rate also decreased, which resulted in lower claimable
amounts.

The $64.3 million savings in operating expenditures in FY 2013-14 were mainly due to
the following:

e Salaries & Employee Benefits (S&EB) - Actual expenditures were $57.4 million
less than budgeted. The Department indicated that the surplus was mainly due
to hiring delays in the Adult Bureau of the AB 109 program and other grant-
funded programs. As of May 2015, Probation had an approximately 18% deficit
in budgeted staffing, which include 400 vacant positions that were established to
satisfy DOJ staffing requirements. The Department indicated that stricter
screening processes, which include extensive background checks and polygraph
tests, have disqualified many seeking employment with the Department. This is
partially offset by increases in overtime, long-term disability, and dependent care
benefit costs.

e Services & Supplies (S&S) - Actual expenditures were $5.0 million less than
budgeted, mainly due to savings in food/cafeteria services, contracted program
services, building rentals, and training services.

Overall, for FY 2013-14, Probation’s financial performance compared to its budget
resulted in favorable variances. However, the revenue and expenditure variances were
relatively significant. We did note that several of the variances were outside the
Department’s control (i.e., shortfalls in available federal and State funding), while some
were due to Probation not claiming reimbursable expenditures for certain programs (i.e.,
SB 678 programs). Nevertheless, the excess amounts included in the budget do not
represent the best estimate of actual expected costs.

Budgets help facilitate control over revenues and expenditures, and provide the most
benefit when they represent the best estimate of actual expected results. Accordingly,
Probation management should re-evaluate the individual components of the
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Department’s budget to ensure, that individually, they represent the best estimate of
actual expected results. In addition, the Department should ensure Probation managers
and staff continue to be involved in the budget process, and assist the Budget and
Fiscal Services Unit in developing and monitoring revenue and expenditure estimates.

Recommendations

Probation Department management:

1. Re-evaluate the individual components of the Department’s budget to
ensure, that individually, they represent the best estimate of actual
expected results.

2. Ensure Department managers and staff continue to be involved in the
budget process, and assist the Budget and Fiscal Services Unit in
developing and monitoring revenue and expenditure estimates.

Revenues and Expenditures Validation

As indicated in Table 3 above, Probation reported actual revenues of $302.8 million and
expenditures of $773.3 million for FY 2013-14. We reviewed supporting documentation
(e.g., grant awards, funding allocations, expenditure claims, etc.) and/or analyzed
pertinent data to validate $285.9 million (94%) of Probation’s operating revenues, and
all of Probation’s operating expenditures, and determined the amounts reported were
generally reasonable and accurate.

Senate Bill 678 Revenues

As previously indicated, Probation established the CCPI Special Revenue Fund in FY
2014-15 to account for SB 678 funds. The SB 678 program established a performance-
based funding system for county probation departments that share State savings from
lower prison costs with probation departments that implement evidence-based
supervision practices, and achieve a reduction in the number of adult probationer
commitments to State prison. SB 678 legislation passed in October 2009, and
Probation received their first allocation from the State in FY 2011-12, totaling $21.4
million. The CCPI Fund has since accumulated to $140.5 million, as of May 2015.
Probation indicated that the large accumulation of funds has been primarily due to their
inability to properly develop SB 678 related programs. Also, since the Department was
uncertain of the continued funding of SB 678, they remained conservative as funding
timelines and amounts were not estimable. As discussed below, the Department is
developing a five-year spending plan for future and existing SB 678 revenues.

Currently, SB 678 funds are disbursed out of the CCPI Fund into the County General
Fund based on claims for expenditures made by Probation. We noted that Probation’s
FY 2011-12 to FY 2013-14 SB 678 program costs totaled $19.7 million. However,
during this period, Probation only requested $9.5 million in reimbursements from the
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CCPI Fund for SB 678 programs. Specifically, in FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14, the
Department did not request $1.6 million and $8.6 million, respectively, for SB 678
program costs from the CCPI Fund, and instead used County General Fund monies to
fund SB 678 program expenditures, resulting in an increased NCC. Probation’s CCPI
Fund balance and SB 678 program expenditures are shown in Table 4, below.

Table 4
Community Corrections Performance Incentives Fund
SB 678 - Fund Balance and Program Expenditures

As of
FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY2013-14 May 2015 Total

Beginning Fund Balance $ - $ 17,984,817 $ 58,601,537 $ 98,504,565

Revenue Allocation 21,426,984 46,310,907 39,376,372 41,652,344 § 148,766,607
Interest 80,935 258,713 526,656 354,731 1,221,035
Less: Claimed Expenditures (3,523,102) (5,952,900) (9,476,002)
SB 678 Fund Balance $ 17,984,817 $ 58,601,537 §$ 98,504,565 $140,511,640 $ 140,511,640
Expenditures $ 3523102 $ 7533533 $ 8649703 $ $ 19,706,338
Less: Claimed Expenditures (3,523,102) (5,952,900) - (9,476,002)
SB 678 Unclaimed Expenditures $ $ 1,580,633 $ 8,649,703 $ $ 10,230,336

Sources: eCAPS and Probation Department management.

Department management should re-evaluate the $10.2 million expended from the
County General Fund during FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14 for SB 678 programs, and
determine the feasibility of recovering such expenditures from the County’s CCPI
Special Revenue Fund.

Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act Revenues

JJCPA was created by the Crime Prevention Act of 2000 to provide a stable funding
source for local juvenile justice programs aimed at curbing crime and delinquency
among at-risk youth. As previously indicated, JICPA programs include home-based
support, employment, and other services to these at-risk youth. Probation received
their first allocation from the State in FY 2000-01. The JJCPA fund has since
accumulated to $25.1 million, as of May 2015. The Department indicated that the large
accumulation of funds was due to several years of under expenditures, and
unanticipated increases in the State’s final allocation. The Department has recently
initiated a review of JUCPA programs to assess whether the current programs could be
enhanced or modified to fit the current needs of the juvenile population.

The large accumulation of funds for the SB 678 and JJCPA programs, and other
Probation programs will be addressed in a separate review that will cover item 3 of the
Board’s Motion.

AUDITOR-CONTROLLER
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES














































































